Sexual boundary violations remain a prevalent problem within the pastorate. Whereas once a topic shrouded by silence, secrecy, and even cover-up, it is now a national media topic. Undoubtedly the implications of sexual misconduct by clergy are far reaching and how the Church responds now will have long-term
repercussions. Empirical data verify the enormity of the problem. A survey administered through the Fuller Institute of Church Growth found that 37% of pastors confessed to having been involved in inappropriate sexual behavior with someone in the church, and 12% had engaged in sexual intercourse with a church member (as cited in Headington, 1997) . Other researchers report similar data with the estimated incidence of inappropriate clergy sexual behavior ranging from 6 to 40% (Birchard, 2000; Grenz & Bell, 2001; Muck, 1998; Seat, Trent, & Kim, 1993) . According to data provided by Seat et al. (1993) , approximately 70% of clergy report having knowledge of their colleagues engaging in sexual contact with someone within their congregations, and 24% have counseled a woman who reported previous sexual contact with a pastor.
Much has been written about the causes of sexual misconduct by clergy, with speculation ranging from the person who suffers from severe psychopathology (e.g., narcissistic personality disorder) to more seemingly subtle contributors such as issues of power, institutional inattentiveness, clergy disillusionment, personal crisis, loneliness, unexpressed depression, church/marital conflict, and facing ambiguous boundaries (Birchard, 2000; Brewster, 1996; Cowan, 2002; Jacobs, 2000) . Whereas the former pastors require a much different approach to training and remediation, the latter may be naïve but not malicious as they are basically appropriate and healthy people who follow a predictable path of attraction, arousal (perhaps including sexual fantasy), and finally sexual misconduct (Steinke, 1989; Thoburn & Balswick, 1994) .
Unfortunately, issues related to clergy sexuality are not typically addressed, celebrated, or even understood within the Church, perhaps because clergy take on a clear role of spiritual mentor, advisor, and even link to God, and are thus somehow assumed to not be sexual beings with similar temptations and lusts (Francis & Turner, 1995) . As a result, clergy may be unprepared with regard to their readiness to engage in the often emotionally taxing roles they play in the lives of the people they serve. Whereas psychologists and professional counselors have clearly defined roles delineated by an enforceable ethics code that can lead to both professional and legal ramifications for violations and are often trained in managing sexual attraction in their graduate programs, clergy often are left to their own designs when facing diverse and often muddied boundaries. In fact, pastors and pastoral counselors are often protected from professional liability with a first amendment right that essentially forbids government regulation of their professional activities (Young & Griffith, 1995) .
Ultimately, then, responsibility falls to the Church and its training institutions to regulate and screen those who enter the field. In other words, churches and seminaries need to promote, require, and provide initial and ongoing education as well as effective regulation in order to protect the public and maintain the integrity of the institution (Conklin, 1997; Cowan, 2002; Young & Griffith, 1995) . Prevention begins in graduate school or seminary. The good news is that it appears
